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The purpose of this contribution is (1) to point out the need to update the Code according to recent trends in taxonomy and (2) to make a specific proposal along this line.
During the last decade the rapid development in classificatory techniques has brought about changes in our approaches to taxonomic philosophy. This is particularly true of numerical techniques. Certainly biometric methods have been used in botany for classification purposes since the beginning of this century, e.g. by K. Pearson, and for identification purposes since Fisher's discriminant function. However, it is only with the advent of computers that these and many more and recent techniques became practicable (Sneath 1957) and that Numerical Taxonomy as we know it today (Sneath and Sokal, 1973) has evolved and progressed. Computer techniques are becoming essential tools to the practicing taxonomist.
The time has come for the Botanical Code of Nomenclature to recognize this fact. The need for change has already been voiced in connection with the Bacteriological Code (e.g. Cowan, 1970 ) and the Zoological Code (e.g. Oldroyd, 1966) , and suggestions for improvements have been made. The way in which new approaches and new principles of nomenclature might accommodate the taxonomies based on quantitative methods has been discussed by Michener (1963) .
A botanical case in point is my classification of the species of Avena (Gramineae) into sections within the genus (Baum, in press). The content of each of the sections of Avena is clear-cut in the sense that each section is unique in the various species it contains, but the descriptions or diagnoses of these sections cannot be done effectively by orthodox taxonomy. Taximetric methods of classification have established many taxa as polythetic with overlapping circumscriptions which do not lend themselves to orthodox definitions. Furthermore, identification of an unknown candidate to one or other of these polythetic classes can most profitably be made by usage of discriminant functions or similar techniques. Since these new classificatory approaches are coming increasingly into practice, it is anticipated that new taxa will, more and more, be described or The purpose of this contribution is (1) to point out the need to update the Code according to recent trends in taxonomy and (2) to make a specific proposal along this line.
During the last decade the rapid development in classificatory techniques has brought about changes in our approaches to taxonomic philosophy. This is particularly true of numerical techniques. Certainly biometric methods have been used in botany for classification purposes since the beginning of this century, e.g. by K. Pearson, and for identification purposes since Fisher's discriminant function. However, it is only with the advent of computers that these and many more and recent techniques became practicable (Sneath 1957 Latin is not, however, the only international language. The language of mathematics certainly covers the world. That is why it seems to me a logical step to (1) admit a table of numbers or a matrix that serves for discrimination as a combined description for all the taxa involved for nomenclature purposes, and (2) to regard such tables or matrices as having a status equal to that of Latin.
On the basis of these two points I should like to make the following proposal to the 12th International Botanical Congress, Leningrad. 
